PLANNING COMMISSION
Shoreline Master Program Update

Dave Risvold, Shoreline Planning Supervisor
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Alnformational presentation

AOverview of each proposed amendment
AShare next steps in the process
AExplain public comment opportunities
AAnswer your questions
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Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Backgro@hek::cony

A Current SMP effective since October 2018
A Previous SMP in effect since 1974

A SMP applies to all marine shorelines, shorelines on lakes 20 acres in size or larger,
and shorelines on creeks and rivers with greater thacf2thean annual flow.
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AmendmentsProposed D pierce oy

1. Restrictions on new residentidbcks in portions of marine shorelines

2. Clarification of review requirements for namommercial aquaculture that restores
or enhances native shellfish or native anadromous species, such as salmon

3. Clarification of fencing allowances within buffers / setback areas

4. Acknowledgment of previously approved amendments to Pierce County Code Titl
18E¢ Development RegulatiorsCritical Areas, which were adopted by the
Countythrough Pierce Count@rdinance 201&%8s, and by the County and
Department of Ecology through Ordinances 2629 and 20249.

5. One revision to existing allowanctes pathsin buffers and setbacks, @ddress
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) concerns
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Amendment #1¢ Residential Dock Prohibitions within

Portions ofManne Shorelrnes
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Current SMP: i Wi

: " New residential dock structures Expand pier and dock prohibitions to f{:f’:-;
o prohrbrted In Natural and High IntenSIty |nclude three new sections within b

-

SED (~30% of marine shoreline) and Conservancy and Residential SEDs
allowed elsewhere subject to SMP m “ totaling approx. 7.3 miles
policies and regulations.

~* Current allowances based, in part, on the Cumulat
Impact Analysis (CIA) completed for the 2018 SM
update. The CIA provided assumptions of where
__ docks were likely/unlikely to be proposed.

East shore of Fox Island
Source: Ecology, 2006
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Piers and Docks Background QD pirce Couny

Much of our marine shoreline areas, such as thekewn on the . «,V | ‘}\
graphic with black dashed line, were previously evaluated by 2
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such structures.
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Actual dock applications question that original assumptid@ased on a \‘ti
preliminaryreview of the No Net Loss (NNL) data collecteddte, since A
2018 there has beeapproximately 12,000* square feet of new

proposed dock:

A Net increase of ~5408q.ft. of new approved overwater structure in
Residentiabnd Conservancy Shoreligmvironments Va4
\ Potential for New Docks |

A An additional ~440Gsq.ft of residential docks proposed (and under review) in " —— Built Out

the Residential Shorelinenvironment. Bym—s Hipher Potential
-=--- Moderate Potential

A An additional ~240@q.ft. of docks proposed in the Residential or ---- Low Potential
Conservanc¥nvironments but, ultimately cancelled or expired.

*data as of October 2021
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Piers and Docks Impacts QD) pierce Couny

Pier and dock construction
concerns include: S
A Impacts to koreline habitat & [
function 199

Reduced access to public
recreation opportunities

A
A Degraded views, aesthetics
A

and shoreline character
Impacts to Tribal fishing rights
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Piers and Docks ESA Conclusion D piexce Couny

A In 2019, in response to concerns
over docks, County Councll
directed the Initiation of
additional shoreline analysis.

A The ESA study concluded that
additional restrictions, based on
mapped, physical shoreline
attributes would be appropriate
and provide additional protection
of the marine shoreline.
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